Dear Elmar, 


I did not write simply to quarrel. 


I do not regard you as either a fool or a knave, your words. If I did I would 
ignore you if only because any communication would be impossible. 

A rather lagge percentage of my friends are thosex vlio do not accept what you c^l 
"dicta." Almost all of those with whom I have disagreements and do not gat alfcng well 
are those you would say do accept it. 

ThiB is typical of what you simply will not face, that you are the captive of 
prejudices and passions that ill become any lawyer and certainly do not fit one who has 
earned the reputation you have. 

my immediate point, and not one I naae for the iirst time, is that while it is 
proper for a lawyer under the adversary system to do anything he can get away with in 
court, the same tiling is grossly unethical and I suggest immoral in what is guised as 
a dispassionate anil unbiased "review" not in court but of a literary work. 

It makes you your own kind of assassin, as you were with me. 

If you had tho slighcst idea of some of the things that ^elin did behind the 
scenes, when he expected that they would never be known, you f d havo an Inkling of why 
he was driven to the added dishonesty of this crumbun retread. 

And this leads to something else you simple refuse toes recognize. **o insult, 

Elmer, but you are ignorant of tlie most basic fact. 

?hi 3 Is not a matter in wliich a skilled lawyer can impurvise in court and between 
that and toshincalities become right when he is in fact wrong. 

If you had done nothing else in the past ten years but go over what is not public, 
then you would have an inkling of tlio truth, ^rom what was suppressed. But even this 

would not have been enough, *ou would have to seek out the witnesses and l^arn what they 

really told the FBI, not what those reports da say. Y6u would seek out those witnesses 
avoided by the FBI and learn why they were avoided. And you would ask the questions that 
you as a lawyer know damned well tho Commission lawyers like ^elin deliberately did 
not answer, liow tliip alone could not have raised those legal hackles in a man as principled 
as you I simply can't understand except in tho above terms. 

The plai n fact is that you have not even mastered what Is published. u r refuse to 

understand It. And this also i3 not like you. At least not from your reputation. 

Was this not even more true in the iting assassination? Bid that deter you? 

8p, mako like the physician and heal thyself. You* 11 regret it if you do not and if 
you do live as long as I'd like you to. 

A lawyer ought never represent himself. You do. You are emotionally, not intellectually 
involved. And it drives you to what you ordinarily vjould not consider. 

You have become so partisan I can^t trust you with what is not public as I once offered. 
Sell eve me or not, you are way beyond your depth. 

Even in simple expressions, like, "I tliink that you are all wet on the Assassination 
and related matters." Forget the first part. What £o you know about me on anvthiiurv x you 
can honestly describe as "related matters?" What you wouldn t do to a witness who pulled 
something like this! * 

You are hung ip Elmer. Free yourself and recapture the integrity you persist in 
throwing away every time you agree to review a book. You are, by a! 1 decent standards, 
disqualified. 

Sr>_ Hvn Irmrr nrvl wnll and over it. 
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